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DRAFT

MINUTES OF THE ERCOT RELIABILITY AND OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE (R0S) MEETING

ERCOT - Austin 

7620 Metro Center Drive

Austin, Texas 78744
March 10, 2005; 9:30AM – 4:00PM

Chair Rick Keetch called the meeting to order on March 10, 2005 at 9:30AM.  
Attendance:

Armke, James
Austin Energy
Member


Breitzman, Paul
Garland Power & Light
ROS Vice Chair

Darnell, David
CPS
Member

Gallaga, Loretta
MVEC
Member

Hausman, Sean
PSEG Texgen I
Member

Helyer, Scott
Tenaska Power Services Co. 
Member

Jones, Randy
Calpine  
Member 

Keetch, Rick
Reliant Resources, Inc.
ROS Chair

Kunkel, Dennis
AEP
Member

McCann, James
Brownsville PUB
Member

McDaniel, Rex
TNMP
Member

Nelson, Stuart
LCRA
Member

Rankin, Ellis
TXU Electric Delivery
Member

Kemper, Wayne
CenterPoint Energy
Member Representative (for P. Rocha)

Ryno, Randy
Brazos Electric
Member

Schmuck, John
Equistar Chemicals
Member

Sweeney, Jason
Tractebel Energy
Member

Tartibi, Michael
Exelon
Member

Wardle, Scott
Occidental Energy
Member

Wheeler, Ron
Dynegy Power
Member

Moore, John 
STEC
Member Representative (for H. Wood)

Henry, Mark
ERCOT
Staff

Myers, Steve
ERCOT
Staff

Healy, Jeff
ERCOT
Staff

Boren, Ann S.
ERCOT
Staff

Grasso, Tony
PUCT
Guest

Gaudi, Madan
FPL Energy
Guest

Thormahlen, Jack
LCRA
OWG Chair

Ginsburg, Stan
BEPC
Guest

Gilbertson, Jeff
ERCOT
Staff

Lange, Garry
CSU
Guest

Westbrook, Lee
TXU Electric Delivery
Guest

Hassink, Paul
AEP
Guest

Ward, Jerry
Extyr (for TXU Energy)
Guest

Caraway, Shannon
TXU Energy
Guest

Crews, Curtis
ERCOT
Staff

Bailey, Michael
CenterPoint Energy
Guest

Zhou, Sam
PUC
Guest

Ghalayini, Tareen
Dynegy
Guest

Bowen, Roy
TXU Electric Delivery
DWG Chair

The following Proxies were held:

Jack Thormahlen for Stuart Nelson

John Schmuck for Bridget Knower

The following Alternate Representatives were present:

Wayne Kemper for Paul Rocha

John Moore for Henry Wood

1.  Antitrust Admonition
Rick Keetch noted the need to comply with the ERCOT Antitrust Guidelines.  Please see Brittney Albracht for a copy of the guidelines.  

2.  Approval of Draft February 10, 2005 Meeting Minutes (see attachments)
The draft February 10, 2005 Meeting Minutes were distributed to the ROS prior to the meeting.  A motion was made by Paul Breitzman and seconded by Randy Ryno to approve the draft February 10, 2005 ROS Meeting Minutes as presented.  The motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote. 

3. March TAC Meeting Update

Rick Keetch reported on the activities of the TAC.  The TAC met on March 3, 2005.   Keetch stated that PRR 525 – SCE Performance and Monitoring was approved by TAC with the implementation delayed pending automation of SCE results for QSEs.  TAC approved PRR 525 with ERCOT comments.  Keetch reported that the following PRRs were also approved by TAC:

· PRR 559 – Regulation E10 Update and SCPS1/SCPS2 References

· PRR 560 – QSE Qualification Using LaaRs

· PRR 561 – Remove Nuclear and Hydroelectric Generators from Automatic Deployment Software

· PRR 563 – Standard Form Blackstart Agreement - Payment

· PRR 573 – Mothballed Generation Resource Definition and Time to Service Update – URGENT

Keetch discussed the new Subcommittee Planning Call that was introduced for 2005.  The conference call is held once a month approximately 10 days before the ROS meetings to discuss and plan the agenda.  There was a planning call on March 2nd however participation was lacking.  The SC planning call notice is currently distributed to all ROS working group/task force Chairs and Vice Chairs and key ERCOT Staff.  Keetch urged Chairs and Vice Chairs to participate on the planning call especially if their working group/taskforce has a voting item or recommendation for the upcoming ROS meeting.  Keetch reported that he discussed ROS’ concern regarding the number and frequency of subcommittee meetings with TAC leadership.  The ROS chair currently reserves the authority to call meetings as needed; if any member does not see a need to meet or has input on meeting efficiency, please let Keetch know.  

Keetch reported that the PDCWG comments on the TNT Governor Response white paper was not approved by TNT.  Randy Jones stated that it was expressed at TNT that loads did not believe it was a necessary service or function of the market.  R. Jones further stated that it was clear that TNT did not want to approve this issue due to monetary reasons.  R. Jones encouraged market participants with an opposing point of view to express their opinions.    

4. ERCOT Compliance Report (see attachment)
Mark Henry gave the ROS an ERCOT Compliance update.  Henry stated that there was a Compliance Rollout meeting on March 23, 2005 to review NERC and ERCOT standards development and compliance enforcement.  Frequency response issues were discussed.  Henry stated that a PRR is currently being proposed to require that ERCOT maintain a certain amount of frequency response on the system.    There will be further discussion within ERCOT regarding this measure.  Henry discussed the February 13th event stating that it was not a major disturbance however; there was a very slow recovery.  Henry reported that the annual under frequency load shed survey among TDSPs is scheduled for April 13th.  Results are due back on May 11, 2005.  Ellis Rankin suggested administering this survey in a different season in the future to see if there are differing results.  Henry discussed PRR 525 – SCE Performance and Monitoring.  Compliance will be sending scores out to QSEs to let them know how they are doing however consequences of non-performance will not be pursued vigorously until full implementation of PRR 525.  Larry Grimm stated that PRR 525 would be prioritized at the March 17th PRS meeting and encouraged ROS members to support this project at the meeting. 

5.  ERCOT Systems Operations Report (see attachments)

John Adams gave the ROS an ERCOT Systems Operations report.  It was commented that there was significantly lower congestion management in the DFW area due to additional construction and the dynamic ratings project.  Adams did not review the entire Operations report as it was distributed to the ROS prior to the meeting for review.  

A. Operating and Sustainable Limit Issues

Adams presented “Changing HSL to HOL in Responsive Reserve Calculation” to the ROS.  Adams stated that at the July 2004 ROS meeting, the ROS unanimously passed a motion that ERCOT look into a SCR whereby Responsive Reserve capabilities and obligations are judged on the basis of High Operating Limit rather than High Sustainable Limit.   Steve Myers stated that this topic was originally raised by Paul Breitzman at the July 2004 meeting.  ERCOT did not follow through with an action item from that time.  Steve Myers stated that after review, ERCOT has concerns of impacts related to this issue.  Adams discussed the impacts on responsive reserve monitoring stating that ERCOT currently uses the most limiting  of 3 numbers: (1) telemetered high limit from QSE, (2) HSL from Resource plan, (3) Unit capability from seasonal test.  Adams discussed the impacts of revising telemetry including participant impact.   The packages that would be impacted from the change were also reviewed.  These included RRS Monitor, Hour Ahead Study/Real Time balancing, MAI, and Replacement Reserve procurement.  Adams concluded stating that the Operating Guides and Protocols call for telemetry of the HOL to ERCOT.  If ERCOT is to use this data to allow RRS above the HSL, there should be some assurance that temperature dependent units recalculate that number to reflect the impact of temperature derating.  It was however pointed out that accurate ratings are important no matter which limit is used.  Adams stated that in Operating Guide 2.5.2.3 net dependable capability is defined as the amount of MW that a generator can generate continuously.  This implies that the sustainable limit should be used to calculate responsive reserves.  Adams informed the ROS that ERCOT’s stance is that they do not wish to propose a SCR regarding this issue, however, if a market participant would like to submit a SCR, they are welcome to do so.  

B. Draft PRR – Responsive Reserve Deployment

This draft PRR has been circulated internally at ERCOT.  It will be posted for comment by March 11th.  The intent is for this to be considered at the April PRS meeting.  

C. Definition of Misoperation of SPS

John Adams presented “SPS Mis-operation – DRAFT Proposal for ERCOT Procedures”.  Adams discussed SPS Mis-Operation stating that it is not explicitly defined in the ERCOT Protocols or Operating Guides.  Adams listed events that could be described as a SPS Mis-Operation.  Employee action that directly initiates a trip is not included in these events.  The responsibilities for investigation when a SPS mis-operates were reviewed.  Adams stated that ERCOT Operations shall make the final determination of whether or not an SPS has mis-operated.  David Darnell believed that ERCOT was going in the wrong direction with defining mis-operations.  He suggested that ERCOT alter their reaction to a mis-operation rather than limiting the definition of mis-operations.  Darnell also did not believe it was correct to tailor a report or definition to avoid taking an SPS out of service by categorizing it as a non mis-operation and stated that this could be considered poor utility practice.  Adams stated that the presentation was reflective of ROS’ request that ERCOT explain how the investigation of SPS mis-operations is conducted and how a decision was made on  mis-operations.  Steve Myers stated that ERCOT is still working on the draft procedures and wanted to run this by ROS to make sure that they were headed in the right direction.  Any input from ROS members would be appreciated.  Adams stated that he would send out the presentation for comment.  Comments and suggestions will be discussed at the April ROS meeting.  

D. Briefing on 2/13 Low Frequency Event

Jeff Healy discussed the 2/13 low frequency event.  Healy stated that a missed forecast as to when lighting load would begin resulted in the depletion of available ancillary services.  A partial deployment of LaaRs was then ordered, however actual deployment was delayed.  Although current procedures have been shown to normally address such an event in an effective manner, ERCOT felt some clarification of its procedures would be appropriate.  Accordingly, a clarification was made to operators’ procedures regarding the use of LaaRs.  The procedures have been posted. Potentially, LaaRs may be deployed more often than they have been in the past.  Steve Myers clarified that the previously mentioned draft PRR for deployment of Responsive Reserve has been submitted to ERCOT for internal review, and that PRR will also help to clarify  this issue.  Healy stated that an official report of this event will also be posted.  

E. Discussion of ERCOT Frequency Bias Setting

Steve Myers discussed the ERCOT Frequency Bias Setting Process.  ERCOT Protocols and Operating Guides denote ERCOT will analyze frequency disturbances and determine the Bias Setting.  There has been some recent confusion with the implementation of a recommendation by the PDCWG that prompted a need for ERCOT to formalize the process.  ERCOT is currently reviewing internal process guides and procedures.  It was determined that ERCOT should be making the determination of bias setting and that they are currently relying too heavily on PDCWG to make this decision.  Myers clarified that ERCOT agreed with the PDCWG recommendation and will still be soliciting PDCWG’s input on these matters in the future.  

6.  ROS Working Group Reports (see attachments)

A. Dynamics Working Group (DWG) Report 

Roy Boyer reported on the recent activities of the DWG.  Boyer stated that the DWG met on February 9, 2005.  In response to the NERC Blackout Recommendation 12b, the DWG recommended the following locations for installation of dynamic data recorders: Anna Switching Station, Jewett Switching Station, Odessa Switching Station, Monticello SES Switchyard, a 345 kV bus in Houston, and Fayette Power Plant.  James Armke asked if DWG had spoken with Ken Donohoo regarding the stability analysis for increased wind generation.  Boyer stated that emails have been exchanged regarding the issue however no timeline or scoping has been completed.  The DWG will meet next on April 27-28 at the TXU Mountain Creek offices.   

B. Operations Working Group (OWG) Report
Jack Thormahlen reported on the activities of the OWG.  The OWG met on February 16, 2005.  The following OGRRs were recommended for approval:

· OGRR156 – Reactive Considerations due to PRR 409

· OGRR162 – Revisions to Disturbance Monitoring

The following OGRR was recommend for rejection:

· OGRR 161 – Responsive Reserve MW Limit

OGRR 156 was raised for discussion.  Dennis Kunkel stated that AEP has specific concerns regarding the language that describes what is at the discretion of the QSE.  The inserted language that states “(at the discretion of the QSE)” in Section 2.10.4.1 would have the affect of letting the QSE decide the best communication path for reactive scheduling.  AEP filed comments listing reasons why this language should be removed from the proposed revision.  Randy Jones disagreed with the comments filed by AEP and made a motion to approve OGRR 156 as presented by the OWG.  Sean Hausman seconded the motion.  R. Jones stated that current Protocols set up clear communication channels in which QSEs are in the communication loop.  He added that since this involves commercial interests that belong to the QSEs, they need to be involved with the communications.  Kunkel referenced the memo that AEP sent out prior to the ROS meeting.  He explained that communications through QSE dispatch could be a violation of the intent of NERC TO responsibilities, could delay communications or increase the chances of missed communications, could increase process inefficiency, could result in units at the same plant isolated electrically on the high side under emergency conditions, and could result in improperly trained generator personnel.  R. Jones stated the system works acceptably with the current path of communication.  Sweeney supported R. Jones comments and believed it was very important to maintain communications between QSEs and resources.   Kunkel informed the ROS that there were delays and problems with the current communication system.  He stated that it seemed that this OGRR would be deflating the reliability side of the issue for the commercial side of the issue.  R. Jones disagreed with Kunkel’s statement saying that it was a mischaracterization of the issue.  He reiterated that there was an established communication path that works and there have been no major issues or complaints with the system.  R. Jones stated that AEP is attempting to overhaul the relationship between QSEs and resources which are governed by contracts.  There is no compelling reason to change this communication path.  Kunkel reiterated that it definitely should not be the QSE making the decision and stated that AEP also had issues with ERCOT declaring emergency conditions.  Wayne Kemper stated that CenterPoint echoed some of AEP’s concerns, however having the TO rather than ERCOT declare emergency conditions would satisfy their issue.  Rick Keetch reminded the ROS that this was a TAC assignment to make sure that a working communication system was in place for PRR 409.  After allowing time for the principals to discuss the matter, changes were made to OGRR 156 allowing TDSPs to declare emergency conditions and allowing the generation resource to choose who is going to directly dispatch them for reactive.  A hand vote was taken.  The motion was approved with one (1) abstention (consumer segment) and one (1) opposition (IOU segment).  

OGRR 162 was raised for discussion.  This OGRR was developed as a result of a NERC Board Recommendation to facilitate analysis of major events and a SPWG request for location clarification and reporting requirements.  The OGRR will make GPS time synchronization a requirement, and clarify location requirements to exclude 69kV lines but include generator owned transmission above 100kV.  Randy Jones stated that he was in favor of the OGRR however had some concerns that this would impose a new capital cost for those who already have signed and executed interconnection agreements.  He believed that there should be an exemption for those parties.  R. Jones stated that the new requirements represent a call for upgrades to the bulk system and should be funded the same way any new breaker, switch, or relay would be that adds to the reliability of the transmission system.  There is no addressing of how this will be funded in the OGRR.  R. Jones suggested tabling the OGRR until these issues could be addressed.  David Darnell made a motion to approve OGRR 162 as presented.  Dennis Kunkel seconded the motion.  The motion was approved by hand vote with three (3) against (2 from the generator segment; 1 from the PM segment) and three abstentions (2 from the generator segment; 1 from the PM segment).  

OGRR 161 was raised for discussion.  It was recommended that this OGRR be rejected due to system reliability issues.  There were various reasons stated in comments from TXU and ERCOT of how OGRR 161 would compromise reliability.  Paul Breitzman made a motion to reject OGRR 161.  David Darnell seconded the motion.  The motion passed with one (1) abstention (from consumer segment). 

The TAC assignment to the ROS regarding the State Estimator Observability Exception Process was discussed.  This TAC assignment is addressed in OGRR 163 – State Estimator Requirements.  The OGRR has been posted and is currently in its comment period.  Please refer to the OWG report for details.  
C. Network Data Support Working Group (NDSWG) Report
The NDSWG has not met since the February ROS meeting.  

D. Steady State Working Group (SSWG) Report

John Moore reported on the activities of the SSWG.  The SSWG met on February 23rd and 24th to revise the SSWG Procedure Manual.  This is still in progress and will be presented to the ROS for approval upon completion.  ALDR’s are due to the SSWG from ERCOT on April 1st.  The second round shunt data comparison between planning and operations powerflow cases is due to ERCOT on May 1st.  Raw data files for Data SET A are due to ERCOT on May 2nd.  
E. Performance Disturbance Compliance Working Group (PDCWG) Report

Sydney Niemeyer reported on the activities of the PDCWG.  Niemeyer distributed CPS scores for February 13th and 14th prior to the ROS meeting.  The ERCOT CPS1 15 minute average monthly score was discussed.  

F. System Protection Working Group (SPWG) Report

Stan Ginsberg reported on the activities of the SPWG.   SPWG last met on February 24th and 25th.  Mark Carpenter of TXU Electric Delivery updated the SPWG on the activities of the NERC System Protection and Control Task Force (SPCTF).  SPWG members reviewed and commented on OGRR 154 (Generator Protection Requirements, Operating Guide Section 3.1.4.6).  SPWG agreed that under the deregulated environment it was appropriate that a new “Generation Technical Working Group” be created to handle such issues and be separated from T&D service providers.  David Darnell informed SPWG that a scope needed to be proposed to and approved by the ROS to form a new working group.  Rick Keetch asked if this needed to be a standing working group or if it could be an ad-hoc group and meet on an as needed basis.  Keetch suggested that SPWG contact OGRTF to discuss OGRR 154 and encouraged generator participation.  Darnell believed that if SPWG is seeing a need for a new Working Group, they should be allowed to pursue it.  The next SPWG meeting is scheduled for July 21st and 22nd.  

7.  Reliable Fuel Operations – ROS Action Items  

Rick Keetch stated that ROS was assigned with looking at language that would provide notice to units that have dual fuel capability when it is needed.  Instead of a PRR, this could be added to the ERCOT Procedures.  Keetch reviewed the ERCOT Day Ahead Procedures language that he would like to present for TAC’s consideration.  Ron Wheeler made a motion that ROS endorse the concept presented for TAC approval.  Ellis Rankin seconded the motion. Scott Helyer suggested some wording changes as a friendly amendment.  The amendment was accepted.  The motion was approved by unanimous voice vote.  Keetch stated that TAC also requested that ROS look at the current distribution of the available fuel in ERCOT . This will be presented to TAC at the April meeting.  

8.  ERCOT Reserve Margin/Generation Adequacy Task Force Update

Rick Keetch reported that a presentation regarding Generation Adequacy was given at the March TAC meeting.  He stated that PRR 573 addresses the definition for mothballed units and the requirement for those units to give return to service dates to ERCOT.  The Generation Adequacy Task Force will not look at changing the 12.5% reserve margin.  It will examine what goes into the calculation of the reserve margin.  GATF will be meeting on March 11, 2005.  

9. ERCOT’s Handling of Double Circuit Outages as Contingencies (see attachments)

Lee Westbrook updated the ROS on the activities of the Double Circuit Outage Contingency Ad/Hoc group.  Westbrook provided some background on this issue stating that it began with discussion regarding how much congestion was due to double circuit outages, which led to disagreements on the interpretation of Section 4.3 of the Operating Guides.  The Ad/Hoc group was asked to look at what was being done regarding double circuit outages and whether it is in accord with the intent of the language in the Operating Guides.  Westbrook stated that the focus needed to be on what should be done and not really what the language meant or how it is being interpreted; in the context of the current environment, what is the appropriate thing to do.  The group presented potential ways of addressing the problem.  Two Strawmen were presented to ROS for consideration.  Strawman A was presented as the primary candidate for an alternative to present practice.  It works on actions permitted with the inclusion of firm load shedding post contingency to avoid pre contingency congestion management.  Strawman B was presented as a second option that works more on what is studied.  Westbrook asked for ROS input on how the ad/hoc group should move forward.  Westbrook emphasized that this was not a recommendation from the group but an attempt to construct some kind of option that included the prominent features of what appeared to be a result of the ad/hoc group discussions.  Westbrook reviewed each Strawman in detail.  Steve Myers commented that there were NERC Standard inconsistencies with the Strawmen and that they added requirements which related to double circuits and voltage stability.   James Armke asked if Strawman B would bring the market back to a different list of contingencies for good and bad weather.  Westbrook said that it would and that the ad/hoc group has not done any analysis to see how much congestion would be reduced as a result of this.  John Adams stated that it was ERCOT’s position that neither Strawman was a good idea.  Myers stated that ERCOT views this document as moving the line between reliability and economics and represents a significant policy change that will infer that ERCOT is willing to shed firm load for economic reasons.  Myers also stated that this would open ERCOT to legal, political, and economic reliability issues.  He informed the ROS that ERCOT has a research project in progress in conjunction with Iowa State University for a risk based analysis approach on the methodology that would combine probability with impact (translating to costs).  The results will not be available until August 2005.  Myers asked that ERCOT be given the opportunity to analyze these results as there might be a more logical way to pursue this issue.  James Armke stated that Austin Energy was disappointed in how the ad/hoc group decided to address this issue.  It seemed that they were proposing using customers to solve constraints.  Armke suggested tabling this issue until results were back from the Iowa State University study.  Ellis Rankin suggested not tabling the issue but allowing ROS to comment and provide feedback on the Strawman document.  Shannon Caraway asked that ROS comments on the Strawmen be accompanied by suggestions on how to resolve this issue to help direct the ad/hoc group.  Westbrook will summarize all comments received for the April ROS meeting.  
10.  ERCOT Transmission Services Report

Ken Donohoo gave the ERCOT Transmission Services Report.  Donohoo reported that the ERCOT RMR recommendation on the Texas Genco  suspension of operation units is due on March 13, 2005.  Last Tuesday, NERC reviewed ERCOT’s planning processes and criteria.  The evaluation is not yet completed but is going very well.  The UVLS schemes are being looked at by NERC and FERC.  ERCOT believes we are 100% compliant.  A UVLS seminar will  be held on April 1, 2005 in Austin.  The Houston Area Constraint Mitigation Project is being reviewed by the March Board meeting.  
11.  Future ROS Meetings

The next ROS Meeting is scheduled for April 14, 2005 from 9:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. to be held at the Austin Airport Marriott South.  Additional ROS Meetings are scheduled for May 12th and June 16th.       

There being no further business, Rick Keetch adjourned the ROS Meeting 3:21 PM on March 10, 2005.   
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